Introduction {#H1-1-ZOI190752}
============

On average, individuals who belong to racial and ethnic minority groups experience worse health outcomes than white individuals in the United States.^[@zoi190752r1],[@zoi190752r2],[@zoi190752r3]^ While there is a great deal of evidence for the biological and environmental determinants of health disparities, how the health system itself contributes is not as well understood. These disparities may be in part because of discrimination in timely access to services. On average, black and Hispanic patients wait longer than white patients to be seen at their physician's office^[@zoi190752r4]^ and in the emergency department.^[@zoi190752r5]^ These delays likely contribute to poorer physical and mental health, given that untimely access can exacerbate these conditions and cause anxiety.^[@zoi190752r6],[@zoi190752r7]^

Many primary care appointments are scheduled over the telephone, when scheduling staff members tend to have discretion over the appointment times that they offer.^[@zoi190752r8]^ Names can signal race, ethnicity, and gender,^[@zoi190752r9],[@zoi190752r10],[@zoi190752r11]^ as can voice.^[@zoi190752r12],[@zoi190752r13]^ Accordingly, appointments scheduled over the telephone likely include racial, ethnic, and gendered signals. It is plausible that biases among scheduling staff result in more patients from minority groups being turned away from an appointment or given later appointments. These disparities could stem from *taste-based discrimination*, defined as instances in which there is animus against minority patients,^[@zoi190752r14]^ or these disparities could result from *statistical discrimination*, defined as instances in which, without information about the individual patient, scheduling staff draw on stereotypes to make assumptions about minority patients' insurance coverage or ability to pay for services.^[@zoi190752r15]^ Both forms are discriminatory (ie, treating equals unequally^[@zoi190752r15]^), with the former driven by prejudice and the latter driven by imperfect information in pursuit of optimizing practice revenue.

Most related literature links racial and ethnic disparities in health to 1 of 3 determinants: self-reported discrimination,^[@zoi190752r16],[@zoi190752r17],[@zoi190752r18]^ explicit bias,^[@zoi190752r1],[@zoi190752r2],[@zoi190752r17],[@zoi190752r19],[@zoi190752r20]^ or implicit bias toward black and Hispanic patients on the part of health service professionals.^[@zoi190752r19],[@zoi190752r21],[@zoi190752r22],[@zoi190752r23],[@zoi190752r24],[@zoi190752r25]^ Explicit bias is typically a bias an individual is aware of and can to some extent control, whereas implicit biases typically occur automatically and are outside of an individual's awareness and control.^[@zoi190752r2]^ Overall, research suggests that black patients report discrimination from health care professionals significantly more frequently, that health care professionals tend to be significantly more biased toward black and Hispanic patients than white patients, and that implicit bias is more common than explicit bias among health care professionals. While informative, these studies^[@zoi190752r1],[@zoi190752r2],[@zoi190752r16],[@zoi190752r17],[@zoi190752r18],[@zoi190752r19],[@zoi190752r20],[@zoi190752r21],[@zoi190752r22],[@zoi190752r23],[@zoi190752r24],[@zoi190752r25]^ generally measure attitudes rather than behaviors, use self-reported measures rather than measured discrimination, and do not control for other factors that may cause the disparities. Field experiments are needed to hold everything constant except for minority status,^[@zoi190752r26],[@zoi190752r27],[@zoi190752r28]^ but these studies remain rare in health settings.^[@zoi190752r29],[@zoi190752r30]^ A few small-scale field experiments have suggested that health care professionals show favoritism based on class,^[@zoi190752r31],[@zoi190752r32],[@zoi190752r33]^ insurance status,^[@zoi190752r30],[@zoi190752r34],[@zoi190752r35],[@zoi190752r36],[@zoi190752r37],[@zoi190752r38],[@zoi190752r39]^ race,^[@zoi190752r30],[@zoi190752r33],[@zoi190752r38]^ and gender.^[@zoi190752r30],[@zoi190752r32],[@zoi190752r33],[@zoi190752r38]^ Among the field experiments that included race and ethnicity signals,^[@zoi190752r30],[@zoi190752r33],[@zoi190752r38]^ the mechanisms by which racial and ethnic discrimination operate remain unclear. For instance, in a 2015 field experiment,^[@zoi190752r30]^ callers attempted to schedule appointments for their aunts and uncles, which required the scheduler to assume the race of the patient based on that of the caller. Furthermore, these callers explicitly signaled insurance status during each call, either by responding to an inquiry about insurance or by asking whether their simulated insurance type was acceptable.^[@zoi190752r30]^ However, the occurrence of an inquiry about insurance could provide insights into what mediates discrimination. Another field experiment among pediatric practices^[@zoi190752r39]^ found that schedulers were 7 times more likely to ask a caller whether their child was a Children's Health Insurance Program or Medicaid beneficiary if the scheduler thought that the caller was black, suggesting that race may be perceived as associated with insurance status.

In this study, we used a randomized cross-sectional design to examine whether patients from racial and ethnic minority groups experience differential access to medical appointments. We investigated whether there were differences in the rates at which black and Hispanic patients were offered medical appointments and the number of days they waited for their appointments compared with white patients. Importantly, we categorized the types of questions that schedulers asked in the scheduling calling and analyzed the differences in questions asked by race and ethnicity to understand the mechanisms by which discrimination may occur.

Methods {#H1-2-ZOI190752}
=======

This study was approved by the Tulane University institutional review board. Callers provided written informed consent. The institutional review board determined that scheduling staff did not constitute human subjects in this research, and therefore, they did not provide informed consent. This study followed Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology ([STROBE](http://www.equator-network.org/reporting-guidelines/strobe/)) reporting guideline.

Sample Selection {#H2-1-ZOI190752}
----------------

We used the Texas Medical Board database of active licensed physicians to select physician offices. First, we first identified all physicians whose self-reported primary office address was within the study's geographic area. We then retained primary care physicians and removed duplicate offices based on the address. We defined primary care as being among the following subspecialties: family medicine, family practice, general practice, general preventive medicine, gynecology, internal medicine, obstetrics and gynecology, sleep medicine, endocrinology, and preventive medicine. The resulting list served as the sampling frame of 1888 offices, from which we selected a subset using simple random sampling.

Data Collectors {#H2-2-ZOI190752}
---------------

We recruited 7 female data collectors (ie, callers). Each caller invented a pseudonym that they felt signaled their gender, racial, and ethnic identity and that they felt comfortable using on the calls. As guidance, we suggested that they pick the first name of a female cousin and the last name of another cousin (eg, Felicia Jackson \[black\], Emily McConnell \[white\], Maria Rodriguez \[Hispanic\]). Callers were prescreened for unusual linguistic backgrounds. In all cases, those recruited had grown up in the United States with biological relatives and reported having lived most of their lives in communities with significant numbers of people whose racial or ethnic identity matched their own.

Script and Procedures {#H2-3-ZOI190752}
---------------------

During each call, the caller started by introducing herself by her pseudonym and asking to be scheduled for the next available appointment as a new patient. Callers did not proactively offer any additional information but did answer any questions that the scheduler asked. All callers used the same procedures and script to supply identical personal information (eMethods 1 and eMethods 2 in the [Supplement](#note-ZOI190752-1-s){ref-type="supplementary-material"}). If asked about health insurance, the caller explained that she did not have insurance and would pay for the visit herself. If asked to describe the reason for the visit, the callers stated that they had a specific health problem. We chose to report health problems to increase the plausibility of an uninsured patient seeking an appointment and because patients do not typically see some of these specialists if they have no medical issues. We tailored the health problem so that it would be common to the type of practice called but would not constitute a medical emergency (ie, dull stomach pain for general practitioners and gynecologists, difficulty sleeping for sleep medicine specialists, and high blood glucose for endocrinologists).

Data Collection {#H2-4-ZOI190752}
---------------

Using a standardized data collection form, callers documented information for each primary care practice on their lists. First, they recorded the date and time of the call, whether the call was answered, and the number of minutes that they were on hold, if any. If hold time reached 5 minutes, callers abandoned the attempt. They noted questions or comments made by the schedulers, whether the scheduler had offered them an appointment, and the date and time of the appointment.

Statistical Analysis {#H2-5-ZOI190752}
--------------------

We assessed whether prospective patients were treated differently during the call. To do this, we used the following linear regression analysis and report estimates and statistical significance at the 90%, 95%, and 99% confidence levels using heteroskedasticity-robust SEs: Outcome~i~ = α + β Black~i~ + δ Hispanic~i~ + Controls θ~i~ + Time ϕ~i~ + ε~i~. The estimates on Black~i~ and Hispanic~i~ represent the association of being among the callers in these groups vs white callers. Controls include indicator variables for county (practices were located in 5 counties), county-level variables for socioeconomic, health care market, and demographic characteristics (ie, percentage of residents with a high school diploma or higher, percentage of employed residents, percentage of residents who were born in the United States, percentage of residents who were born in Latin America, density of Hispanic or Latino residents, density black or African American residents, and density Spanish speakers as well as variables for median earnings and whether the areas is classified as a Healthcare Provider Shortage Area, as contained in the randomization check described in the eTable and eAppendix in the [Supplement](#note-ZOI190752-1-s){ref-type="supplementary-material"}) in addition to indicator variables for practice specialties and physician races. Based on our formal randomization check, we concluded that black callers were no more likely on average to reach practices located in zip codes with different socioeconomic, health care market, and demographic variables than other callers. However, we controlled for these variables in the analyses to account for systematic differences in the locations of practices that Hispanic callers reached, which were in areas with slightly higher educational attainment, higher percentages of individuals with insurance, and a lower density of Hispanic residents. Time included indicator variables for calendar date, day of the week, and a variable for the hour of the call. Hour used whole number values from 8 to 16 (corresponding to 1-hour blocks from 8:00-8:59 [am]{.smallcaps} to 4:00-4:59 [pm]{.smallcaps}). The times during which callers worked varied depending on their availability.

Because insurance status was the most common question, we evaluated the extent to which including it in the control vector was associated with appointment offers and days to appointment. To assess whether there was discrimination unrelated to concerns about insurance, we conducted the analysis on the subsample in which insurance status was asked and uninsured status was revealed. All estimates were generated using Stata version 14.0 (StataCorp), and statistical significance was set at *P* \< .10 using 2-tailed tests.

Results {#H1-3-ZOI190752}
=======

Differential Treatment Leading to an Offer {#H2-6-ZOI190752}
------------------------------------------

A total of 7 female simulated patient callers (age range, 18-29 years; 3 \[42.9%\] non-Hispanic white; 2 \[28.6%\] non-Hispanic black; 2 \[28.6%\] bilingual Hispanic) made 1081 calls, which were answered by 804 schedulers from 1888 physician offices in the sampling frame. A total of 42 calls were abandoned when callers were on hold for 5 minutes; excluding these calls did not change the results (data not shown). Overall, 471 (58.6%) calls had complete control data and were included in the analysis. Black callers called a mean of approximately 20 minutes earlier in the day than white callers, while Hispanic callers called approximately 1 hour and 15 minutes later in the day than white callers. Black callers also called a mean of two-thirds of a day later in the week than white callers (eTable, eFigure 1, and eFigure 2 in the [Supplement](#note-ZOI190752-1-s){ref-type="supplementary-material"}). Black and Hispanic callers were engaged differently in their discussions with practice schedulers ([Table 1](#zoi190752t1){ref-type="table"}). While 444 callers (61.2%) were asked about their insurance status, black and Hispanic callers were more likely to be asked than white callers (174 \[80.9%\] and 183 \[63.1%\], respectively, vs 114 \[38.5%\]). The insurance inquiry was the most common question. It was also the question for which the disparities were highest. With controls, black callers were 44.0 (95% CI, 36.2 to 51.8) percentage points more likely to be asked about their insurance status (*P* \< .001) and Hispanic callers were 25.3 (95% CI, 17.1 to 33.5) percentage points more likely to be asked about their insurance status (*P* \< .001). Caller race or ethnicity was associated with inquiries about insurance status; the discrepancy was not merely a reflection of a different mix of practices located in distinctly different socioeconomic or health care markets (eg, marginal effect of earnings on insurance inquiry in areas with mean income of \$31 185, −0.906; 95% CI, −4.101 to 2.289; marginal effect of education level on insurance inquiry in areas with 86.9% of residents with at least a high school diploma, 0; 95% CI, −0.003 to 0.002). ([Table 2](#zoi190752t2){ref-type="table"}). Other questions and comments were asked and had statistically significant estimates but occurred at significantly lower frequencies. For example, Hispanic callers were 4.1 (95% CI, 0 to 8.2) percentage points more likely to be asked about marriage status than white callers (*P* = .05) ([Table 1](#zoi190752t1){ref-type="table"}).

###### Questions Asked by Patient Race and Ethnicity Among 804 Completed Calls

  Patient Group                                                        No. (%)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
  -------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------ --------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------ --------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------ --------------------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------------------
  Unadjusted                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
  White (n = 299)                                                      114 (38.5)                                                         86 (28.7)                                                             11 (3.7)                                                           15 (5.0)                                                              5 (1.7)                                                            7 (2.9)                                                               4 (1.3)
  Black (n = 215)                                                      174 (80.9)                                                         30 (13.9)                                                             6 (2.8)                                                            3 (1.4)                                                               1 (0.5)                                                            3 (1.4)                                                               0
  Hispanic (n = 290)                                                   183 (63.1)                                                         0                                                                     27 (9.3)                                                           4 (1.4)                                                               15 (5.2)                                                           1 (0.1)                                                               0
  Marginal effect (95% CI)[^a^](#zoi190752t1n1){ref-type="table-fn"}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
  Black                                                                0.440 (0.362 to 0.518)[^b^](#zoi190752t1n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.009 (−0.034 to 0.016)                                              −0.007 (−0.042 to 0.028)                                           −0.041 (−0.070 to −0.011)[^b^](#zoi190752t1n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.0126 (−0.032 to 0.007)                                          −0.150 (−0.223 to −0.077)[^b^](#zoi190752t1n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.015 (−0.029 to 0.000)[^c^](#zoi190752t1n3){ref-type="table-fn"}
  Hispanic                                                             0.253 (0.171 to 0.335)[^b^](#zoi190752t1n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.024 (−0.042 to −0.005)[^c^](#zoi190752t1n3){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.041 (0.000 to 0.082)[^c^](#zoi190752t1n3){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.035 (−0.066 to −0.005)[^c^](#zoi190752t1n3){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.030 (0.000 to 0.061)[^d^](#zoi190752t1n4){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.295 (−0.349 to −0.241)[^b^](#zoi190752t1n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.014 (−0.027 to 0.000)[^c^](#zoi190752t1n3){ref-type="table-fn"}

Confidence intervals are calculated using heteroskedasticity-robust SEs. Marginal effects are relative to rates among white patients.

*P* \< .01.

*P* \< .05.

*P* \< .10.

###### Association of County-Level Variables With Insurance Inquiry[^a^](#zoi190752t2n1){ref-type="table-fn"}

  Variable                                                                                  Median Earnings            Insured                    HPSA                      Employed                   High School Diploma
  ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------------- -------------------------- ------------------------- -------------------------- -------------------------
  Observations, No.                                                                         757                        768                        804                       768                        768
  Mean                                                                                      \$31 185                   83.3%                      0.75%                     68.5%                      86.9%
  Marginal effect on insurance inquiry (95% CI)[^b^](#zoi190752t2n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   −0.906 (−4.101 to 2.289)   −0.001 (−0.004 to 0.003)   0.080 (−0.298 to 0.458)   −0.001 (−0.005 to 0.004)   0.000 (−0.003 to 0.002)

Abbreviation: HPSA, Healthcare Provider Shortage Area.

These estimates were run without controls because they are part of the control vector. Observations vary because data were not evenly available for every zip code.

Confidence intervals are calculated using heteroskedasticity-robust SEs.

Differential Treatment in Offer and Days to Offer {#H2-7-ZOI190752}
-------------------------------------------------

Overall, 582 callers (72.4%) were offered appointments. In the unadjusted models, black and Hispanic callers were more likely to be offered an appointment compared with white callers (black callers, 32.2 \[95% CI, 25.1 to 39.3\] percentage points more likely; *P* \< .001; Hispanic callers, 21.1 \[95% CI, 13.7 to 28.5\] percentage points more likely; *P* \< .001) ([Table 3](#zoi190752t3){ref-type="table"}). The addition of controls did not change the results for offer rates, suggesting that differences in outcomes by caller race or ethnicity were not associated with potential differences in the cohorts of practices that they called. The addition of time did not change the results for offer rates, but controlling for whether insurance status was asked caused all estimates on black and Hispanic callers receiving appointment offers to lose statistical significance (black callers, 4.7 \[95% CI, −4.7 to 14.2\] percentage points; *P* = .33; Hispanic callers, 4.9 \[95% CI, −3.3 to 13.2\] percentage points; *P* = .24). Callers who were asked about insurance status were 50.7 (44.0 to 57.4) percentage points more likely to be offered an appointment (*P* \< .001), which suggests that significantly more appointments were offered if insurance status was revealed.

###### Offer Rates by Patient Race and Ethnicity

  Patient Group                                                        Unadjusted                                                         Controls[^a^](#zoi190752t3n1){ref-type="table-fn"}                 Time[^b^](#zoi190752t3n2){ref-type="table-fn"}                     Controls and Time                                                  Controls, Time, and Subsample[^c^](#zoi190752t3n3){ref-type="table-fn"}
  -------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------ -------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Observations, No.                                                    804                                                                757                                                                804                                                                757                                                                443
  Offered an appointment, No. (%)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
  White                                                                168 (56.2)                                                         NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA
  Black                                                                190 (88.4)                                                         NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA
  Hispanic                                                             224 (77.2)                                                         NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA
  Marginal effect (95% CI)[^d^](#zoi190752t3n4){ref-type="table-fn"}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
  Black                                                                0.322 (0.251 to 0.393)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.322 (0.249 to 0.395)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.224 (0.115 to 0.333)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.047 (−0.047 to 0.142)                                            0.052 (−0.013 to 0.117)
  Hispanic                                                             0.211 (0.137 to 0.285)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.207 (0.129 to 0.285)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.196 (0.107 to 0.285)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.0492 (−0.033 to 0.132)                                           0.002 (−0.076 to 0.080)
  Insurance asked                                                      NA                                                                 NA                                                                 NA                                                                 0.507 (0.440 to 0.574)[^e^](#zoi190752t3n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   NA

Abbreviation: NA, not applicable.

Controls include indicator variables for county, county-level variables for socioeconomic, health care market, and demographic characteristics (ie, percentage of residents with a high school diploma or higher, percentage of employed residents, percentage of residents who were born in the United States, percentage of residents who were born in Latin America, density of Hispanic or Latino residents, density black or African American residents, and density Spanish speakers as well as variables for median earnings and whether the areas is classified as a Healthcare Provider Shortage Area) and indicator variables for practice specialties and physician races. Observations vary when adding controls since American Community Survey data are not available for every zip code for all variables.

Time includes indicator variables for calendar date, day of the week, and hour of the call.

Subsample consists of callers asked about their insurance status.

Confidence intervals are calculated using heteroskedasticity-robust SEs. Marginal effects are relative to rates among white patients.

*P* \< .01.

Among the 582 callers offered appointments, the mean time until that appointment was 10.8 calendar days (SE, 0.6 days; 95% CI, 9.6-12.0 days). In the unadjusted model, the marginal effect estimates for black and Hispanic callers were statistically significant, indicating that black and Hispanic callers received later appointments compared with white callers (black callers: marginal effect estimate, 3.650; 95% CI, 0.579 to 6.721; *P* = .08; Hispanic callers: marginal effect estimate, 2.644; 95% CI, −0.496 to 5.784; *P* = .02) ([Table 4](#zoi190752t4){ref-type="table"} and [Figure](#zoi190752f1){ref-type="fig"}). The results were unaffected by all controls except time, which caused the effects to become imprecise and statistically insignificant. Among Hispanic callers, who called a mean of approximately 1 hour and 15 minutes later in the day than white callers, the point estimates become much smaller (0.24 \[95% CI, −3.70 to 4.18\] days later than white callers; *P* = .89). In the final regression model, the estimate for the hour of the day when the call was placed was associated with the days to appointment, indicating that calls later in the day led to later appointments (marginal effect, 1.22 days; 95% CI, 0.44 to 2.00 days; *P* = .002). When restricting the analysis to those who were asked about insurance, black callers were offered appointments a mean of 7.04 (95% CI, 1.78 to 12.31) days later than white callers (*P* = .009).

###### Days to Appointment by Patient Race and Ethnicity

  Patient Group                                                        Unadjusted                                                          Controls[^a^](#zoi190752t4n1){ref-type="table-fn"}                 Time[^b^](#zoi190752t4n2){ref-type="table-fn"}   Controls and Time                                                   Controls, Time, and Subsample[^c^](#zoi190752t4n3){ref-type="table-fn"}
  -------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------- ------------------------------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------ ------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------------------------------------
  Observations, No.                                                    581                                                                 548                                                                581                                              548                                                                 420
  Time to appointment, mean (95% CI), d                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
  White                                                                8.6 (6.1-11.0)                                                      NA                                                                 NA                                               NA                                                                  NA
  Black                                                                12.2 (10.4-14.1)                                                    NA                                                                 NA                                               NA                                                                  NA
  Hispanic                                                             11.2 (9.2-13.2)                                                     NA                                                                 NA                                               NA                                                                  NA
  Marginal effect (95% CI)[^d^](#zoi190752t4n4){ref-type="table-fn"}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
  Black                                                                3.650 (0.579 to 6.721)[^e^](#zoi190752t4n5){ref-type="table-fn"}    4.225 (1.175 to 7.275)[^f^](#zoi190752t4n6){ref-type="table-fn"}   3.464 (−0.971 to 7.899)                          4.128 (−0.539 to 8.795)[^g^](#zoi190752t4n7){ref-type="table-fn"}   7.046 (1.781 to 12.311)[^f^](#zoi190752t4n6){ref-type="table-fn"}
  Hispanic                                                             2.644 (−0.496 to 5.784)[^g^](#zoi190752t4n7){ref-type="table-fn"}   3.660 (0.526 to 6.794)[^e^](#zoi190752t4n5){ref-type="table-fn"}   0.243 (−3.697 to 4.183)                          1.253 (−2.634 to 5.140)                                             3.532 (−0.404 to 7.468)[^g^](#zoi190752t4n7){ref-type="table-fn"}
  Insurance asked                                                      NA                                                                  NA                                                                 NA                                               −1.323 (−5.127 to 2.481)                                            NA

Abbreviation: NA, not applicable.

Controls include indicator variables for county, county-level variables for socioeconomic, health care market, and demographic characteristics (ie, percentage of residents with a high school diploma or higher, percentage of employed residents, percentage of residents who were born in the United States, percentage of residents who were born in Latin America, density of Hispanic or Latino residents, density black or African American residents, and density Spanish speakers as well as variables for median earnings and whether the area is classified as a Healthcare Provider Shortage Area) and indicator variables for practice specialties and physician races. Observations vary when adding controls since American Community Survey data are not available for every zip code for all variables.

Time includes indicator variables for calendar date, day of the week, and hour of the call.

Subsample consists of callers asked about their insurance status.

Confidence intervals are calculated using heteroskedasticity-robust SEs. Marginal effects are relative to white callers.

*P* \< .05.

*P* \< .01.

*P* \< .10.

![Distribution of Wait Days by Race and Ethnicity](jamanetwopen-3-e1920010-g001){#zoi190752f1}

Discussion {#H1-4-ZOI190752}
==========

In this study, black and Hispanic callers seeking medical appointments were treated differently than white callers. Overall, schedulers offered appointments to black and Hispanic callers at higher rates than white patients, meaning that we did not find evidence of discrimination against minority patients in terms of access to appointments. However, among those who were offered an appointment, black and Hispanic patients waited longer on average for the appointment, indicating that they may face barriers to timely access to appointments. Black and Hispanic callers were also asked about their insurance status significantly more often, and those asked were offered appointments at different rates. Schedulers may have believed that race and ethnicity were associated with insurance status, and those who asked about insurance appeared to be inquiring in response to race and ethnicity signals because race and insurance status were associated after controlling for other factors. This inquiry would constitute statistical discrimination. These offer rate results may also be a consequence of our design, given that all callers were uninsured, which was only revealed when asked. Black and Hispanic callers whose insurance status was disclosed and who were offered appointments tended to be given appointments further in the future than white callers, who disclosed identical insurance status when asked. Asking about insurance may imply scheduling staff's concern about the caller's ability to pay. If practices that did not ask about insurance status assumed that black and Hispanic patients were more likely to be insured by Medicaid, they might have offered these patients appointments less frequently.

Our finding that disclosing uninsured status was positively associated with an appointment offer is surprising because we presumed that schedulers would have a bias against the uninsured. However, scheduling staff appeared to be distinguishing patient groups by Medicaid vs non-Medicaid status rather than insured vs uninsured status. Texas Medicaid disproportionately covers individuals who belong to minority racial/ethnic groups. Although white residents constitute 42% of the Texas population, they represent only 21% of the Medicaid population.^[@zoi190752r40],[@zoi190752r41]^ A 2014 field experiment in Texas^[@zoi190752r37]^ found that uninsured and private insurance patients were treated similarly, while those with Medicaid were offered fewer appointments. However, determining whether scheduling staff in Texas disproportionately ask minority patients about their insurance status because of a higher expectation of Medicaid was beyond the scope of this study.

Our finding that black and Hispanic patients waited significantly longer for appointments than white patients was not sensitive to an inquiry regarding insurance. This suggests that these results are unlikely to be associated with insurance status. We were unable to ascribe these results to animus or other forms of statistical discrimination, such as assumptions that white callers are less willing to accept long wait times, that minority callers require more time to prepare for the visit, or that there will be systematic differences in the ability to pay out-of-pocket fees. Whether these or other forms of statistical or taste-based discrimination were at play is an important question but beyond the scope of this study.

This study should be replicated using a nationally representative sample of primary care offices and expanded to include callers with a broader range of gender identities, ages, and illness severities. While we found that being asked more often about insurance increased appointment offers for black and Hispanic patients in Texas, had their insurance type been Medicaid or had the market preferences for insurance been different, it is possible that the association of the insurance inquiry with an appointment offer would have been negative. This result needs to be further explored by randomizing insurance status. This would allow for findings to be tested at the national level and would provide more information on the mechanisms of discrimination.

Limitations {#H2-8-ZOI190752}
-----------

This study has several limitations in scope. Our data collectors were all women with similar ages and education levels who self-identified as members of only 3 racial/ethnic groups. The study was limited to primary care providers, which included endocrinologists and sleep medicine specialists, in urban settings in Texas. Furthermore, we only sought to schedule appointments by telephone, excluding other means by which appointments can be scheduled, such as the internet. We did not quantify the degree to which race and ethnicity were signaled by our data collectors through their assumed names and voices.

Conclusions {#H1-5-ZOI190752}
===========

The results of this study suggest that black and Hispanic patients experienced barriers to timely access to primary care when faced with a human gatekeeper to schedule an appointment. Technological options, such as automated scheduling systems and online portals, may mitigate the associations found in this study, particularly for routine services that do not require triage. Solutions that remove the human gatekeeper to the next available appointment might be useful in reducing disparities in access if they do not create new barriers that disproportionately affect minority groups. Additionally, the routine collection and use of data related to disparities in access at both the system and the individual practice level may motivate behavioral and operational change within health care organizations. Future research should investigate whether these systems achieve better equity in access.
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